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TWIN FALLS, IDAHO, THURSDAY

NOVEMBER 12, 1992, 7:00 P.M.

MR. MACDONALD: My name is Don Macdonald. I am
the Program Manager for the Buried Waste Program for the
DOE, Department of Energy, Idaho Field Office. My
responsibilities with DOE are, I am responsible for
overseeing the managing of the cleanup activities that go
on out at the Radiocactive Waste Management Complex, that
we will talk to you about some tonight. I will serve as
the meeting moderator this evening. And I'd like to
thank the folks who came ocut tonight.

What we want to do tonight is give members
of the public information about the proposed plan, the
proposed cleanup action at the Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory, Pit 9, and answer guestions you might have
and take formal public comments from anybody that wants
to do that.

There is an agenda back over here on the
table. If you didn’t see one and you want to pick it up,
please do so. Also back there, there are a couple of
other things to be aware of. There is a green sheet
labeled an errata sheet. There are two items in that

proposed plan that we wanted to clarify.
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One, having to do with scoils and soil
matrixes for the in-situ vitrification process. And the
other having to do with what happens with certain heavy
metals in one of the two proposed processes we’re going
to talk about in detail tonight.

Also back on the back table is a yellow
sheet. Anybody who wants to make formal written
comments, either tonight, you can do that, leave the
sheet here, or it‘s a preaddressed -- if you fold it
over, make comments, fold it over, it’s preaddressed and
has a bulk mail stamp on it and you can mail it in.

The agenda for tonight, we will do a brief
presentation, about 15 to 20 minutes, to outline the
proposed plan, go into some detail on alternatives, and
particularly the preferred alternative. Following that,
we will take questions and answers. And then following
that, we will take formal comments.

I want to also make sure people -- I forget
this all the time. On that back of that agenda tonight,
there is a meeting evaluation sheet, if you want to fill
that out, please, and tell us what your thought of the
meeting is, its effectiveness, how well you learned
anything.

To make clear, the formal public comment

pericd for this proposed plan began October the 22nd and
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runs through November the 21st. We will take written

comments from any members of the public up through the
21st of November. And if it’s postmarked the 21st of

November, it’s acceptable, sc¢ to make that clear.

Some other folks are here tonight to help
with presentations and answer questions. Jim Wade, who
is the Project Manager for this specific project at the
RWMC, he is with DOE Idaho. Fred Hughes is the Project
Manager of EG&G Idaho, Incorporated.

Also here with us tonight is Dean Nygard
from the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare. AaAnd
Dean, if you have anything to say, or would like to sa&
anything?

MR. NYGARD: As Don said, I am with the Idaho
Department of Health and Welfare, Division of
Environmental Quality. I am the manager of the federal
facility section, which oversees the implementation of
the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order, which
is the reason why we’'re here tonight. The Federal
Facility Agreement and Consent Order set up cleanup
schedules, investigation schedules for INEL to comply
with. 1It’s an enforceable agreement. We entered into it
with DOE, EPA and the S3tate approximately a year ago.

If you would like some more information on

what that is and our role, I can discuss that with you at
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half time break. There is a schedule of activities back
there in the back that I believe identifies future
investigations. 1Is it the same one?

MR. SMITH: Yes.

MR. NYGARD: I have worked with these folks over
the past year on the Pit 9 project. Our position is, we
support this proposed plan. We did then and we still do
support the Pit 9 interim action. And if you have any
questions throughout the evening, I will be sitting right
back here. Thank you.

MR. MACDONALD: Thanks, Dean. 8o people
understand, there is a court reporter here tonight. Her
job will be to take a transcript of the entire session
tonight. She will record the presentation -- we’re set
for the presentations for questions, and answers to those
questions, and she will take a transcript of any of the
formal comments that we get tonight.

formal comments that we receive, either
verbal or written, will be addressed in a Responsiveness
Summary, which will be a part of the Record of Decision
that selects an alternative to go forward with this
cleanup action.

With that, we will try to get started. We
are taking a little different approach on presentations.

We are going to use these easels and some graphic
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representations up here.

The Idaho National Engineering Laboratory is
located in southeast Idaho. It’'s an 890 square mile
federal facility owned by the Department of Energy and
operated by several management operating contractors
contracted with DOE.

There are a number of specific facilities
located throughout the INEL. The one we are going to be
talking about tonight specifically is the Radioactive
Waste Management Complex. It’s located in the
southwestern corner of the INEL. This picture here is an
aerial view of the Radiocactive Waste Management Complex,
or RWMC. 1It’‘s taken from east looking west.

In 1952 the RWMC was established for
disposal of low-level radioactive waste. And that waste
was disposed in a series of pits and trenches. Beginning
in 1954, the INEL began accepting waste from the Rocky
Flats plant in Colorado. And from 1954 through 1870,
that waste was also buried at the RWMC, again, in pits
and trenches that were dug in the shallow subsurface.

Since 1970, waste from the Rocky Flats plant
has been stored waste and stored in the foreground areas
of this picture, under this berm here and under these
support buildings. That waste not only is bound for the

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in New Mexico, there are

o
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still active disposal operations going on at the RWMC for
low-level radioactive wastes exclusively at this point.
They are disposed of in this area right here. That is
just a brief introduction of the RWMC, where is it, what
is it.

I will turn it over to Jim Wade at this
point to give you some more specifics about Pit 9, what’s
in it and why we are going to do this.

MR. WADE: Thanks, Don. Thank you gquys for coming
this evening.

I am going to start out by explaining what
Pit 9 is. Again, Don indicated that it‘s this corner éf
the RWMC subsurface disposal area, approximately a
one-acre site. Overall this is an B8-acre site.

TRU pits and trenches, there is
approximately -- well, there’s 20 TRU pits and trenches.
TRU being -- we live in the acronym world. So if I use
an acronym that is not understood or I slip, please let
me know. TRU being the definition of transuranic wastes
are primarily plutonium and americium in this case.
Transuranic is a waste that has an atomic -- or a
radioactive element that has an atomic number greater
than 92, and a half-life greater than 20 years.

S50 of the 88 acres at the subsurface

disposal area, there’s 20 TRU pits and trenches, which
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constitute roughly 44 acres of area within this area.
Pit 9 is in this corner and covers cone acre.

Pit 9 was active between 1967 and 1969 to
dispose of transuranic and hazardous wastes that came
from the Rocky Flats plant, as well as some wastes that
were generated here at the INEL. The hazardous
constituents, again, the transuranic isotopes are
primarily plutonium and americium.

The hazardous constituents, which come from
degreasing agents or solvents or o0ils used in processes
at Rocky Flats constitute carbon tetrachloride,
trichloroethylene and other volatile organic compoundslor
VOC’s that have been identified as being hazardous waste
per the new Resource Conservation and Recovery Act that
was instituted in 1986, I believe -- 1980. Sorry.

So those wastes are contained in drums and
these drums were placed in the TRU pits and trenches in
one of these two forms. They could have either been
stacked neatly or just dumped haphazardly in there.

How does Pit 9 specifically lock? This is a
cross-section of Pit 9. The practice at the time was to
dig down approximately 20 feet to the basalt layer or a
layer of hard granite type rock that is a -- several --
that provides a foundation for the disposal pit.

An underburden or a soil layer that acted as
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a management layer was in place in the pit to line the
bottom above the basalt and below the pit before waste
was actually placed in there.

The waste was then placed in there. And in
Pit 9's case it was approximately an eight-foot thickness
of waste that was, again, either placed in there using
one of these two methods. On top -- now, as soil was
placed on top of the waste, it filled in the void spaces
that were generated or a result of how the waste was
stacked in there, and we refer to those soils as
interstitial soils in the proposed plan.

Once the pit was filled up to the eight*féot
level, then a six-foot layer of overburden was placed on
top of the pit to protect workers from coming in direct
contact with the waste.

Now, what does Pit 9 look like from a top
view? Again, I mentioned Pit 9 was active between 1967
and 1969. And as Don mentioned, in 1970, the practice of
disposing transuranic waste was discontinued. So Pit 9
was one of the last pits that was operated prior to that
practice being stopped.

So we have got relatively good shipping
records and a good inventory of how the pit was operated
and what went in the pit at what times to give us this

indication of specifically where we think most of the
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wastes are located.

The Rocky Flats sludges, which is the
majority of the material that contains those degreasing
agents and the solvents that I mentioned, are located in
-~ and as Don would put it -- or on this picture, in the
north end of the pit, and then larger other objects,
reactor vessel parts and storage racks and what not, are
located in the southern end of the pit -- I'm sorry --
northern end of the pit, this being the southern end. So
that is what’s in Pit 9. That gives you a brief picture
of what is Pit 9 and what is in it.

Now, why do we want to clean up and how db
we want to go about cleaning up Pit 9? We want to clean
it up by doing an interim action, which the proposed
plans identifies, that allows us to go in and remediate
Pit 9 and remove it as a potential source of risk to
human health and environment. Again, the plutonium and
americium and the hazardous constituents pose a health
risk, and we want to eliminate Pit 9 as a source of those
risks.

Also by doing Pit 9, it gives us a step
toward determining specifically what kind of wastes are
in the pit, how accurate are the shipping records, what
kind of information can we get as to what is happening

within the pit as to waste migration and container

1u
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degradation, and give us a good picture as to how then we
can attack or investigate the rest of the site and what
cleanup may or may not be necessary.

That leads me into how we are going to clean
up Pit 9. In the proposed plan, we as the Agencies,
being DOE, the State, and EPA, identify five
alternatives. We then evaluate those alternatives using
the criteria identified in the proposed plan to determine
which one we felt was the preferred alternative. And now
we are out here receiving public comment on all
alternatives.

The first alternative is a No Action
alternative. That one is dictated to us by the interim
action process that says that you have to evaluate a no
action alternative. No action in this case means that
because we are doing an interim action that we would take
no action at this time, but at the time of final acticn,
which is currently scheduled for 1998 for all TRU pits
and trenches, we would determine what action would need
to be taken on Pit 9.

In-situ vitrification is another alternative
evaluated. There is a really neat model over here that
describes it better or shows you a picture of what it
looks like. In summary, it takes high voltage

electricity using electrodes stuck into the ground,
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running high electricity through these, and then creates
& high temperature and melts the waste in place in the
ground and roughly at 1,600 degrees Celsius. The
vitrification or the final waste form would be a basalt
-- I'm sorry -- an obsidian type, glass form type
material.

Ex~-Situ Vitrification, the vitrification
portion being the same as in-situ. The difference being
all the wastes would be excavated from the pit, placed
into this vitrification process, again turned into an
obsidian type, glass material and then placed into
storage.

The preferred alternative is Physical
Separation/Chemical Extraction/Stabilization. Fred
Hughes is going to go into the specifics of the preferred
alternative in a moment, so I will skip over that one and
go to alternative five, Complete Removal, Storage, and
Off-Site Disposal.

This alternative consists of removing all
the waste from within Pit 9, repackaging it in some type
of storage container and then placing it in storage until
some off-site disposal facility becomes available.
Currently there is no off-site disposal facility
available.

Those are the five alternatives evaluated.

12
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Alternative four, again, Physical Separation/Chemical
Extraction/Stabilization, was deemed to be the preferred
alternative by the Agencies based on several things.

* The first being that radionuclides can’t be
treated to remove their hazardous constituents. So the

only real process you can do to a radionuclide is some

form of stabilization. Alternatives two, three, four all

now have a stabilization component.

Alternative four, though, the physical
separation/chemical extraction part would reduce the
amount of volume that would have to be stabilized. It
would be, in effect, decontaminating some of the

materials so that they would be -- need to be stabilized

and the radionuclide part of the contamination would then

go through the stabilization process, so you have a lot
less volume that would need to be stabilized.

The other reason why alternative four was
selected was because by controlling -- in alternatives
two and three, you have to treat all the wastes. And
like alternative two specifically -- I can show you the
picture -- we don’t know how much soil is intermixed
possibly with these drums.

So would the in-situ vitrification process
work efficiently and effectively with having unknown

s0ils or amounts of soils in here, so you don’t know --

L2
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we don‘t have the confidence that we would get a good
obsidian type waste form at the end of the process.
There is also a concern that with this high level metal
content there could be a shorting of the electrodes and
the process wouldn‘t work either.

With the ex-situ vitrification part, by
taking all of the waste and dumping it into a process,
here again you are not controlling what you are putting
in there, you are just taking everything and dumping it
into a process, so the efficiency and the effectiveness
of the final waste product would be unknown.

Alternative four, by doing the physical
separation/chemical extraction part before you do the
stabilization part, you control what goes into the
stabilization part, so you end up with a much better
waste form in the end and a waste form that we have
confidence will meet the waste acceptance criteria. That
is why alternative four was selected to be the preferred
alternative.

I will now turn it over to Fred Hughes who
will go through the specific processes proposed to
implement alternative four,

MR. HUGHES: Thanks, Jim. One of the most commen
questions or comments we got from the first round of

hearings back in January was, how do you expect us to

= 3
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give you any intelligent comment, how do you expect us to
question your alternatives if you haven‘t told us
anything about the technologies you are considering?

What I would like to do over the next few minutes is tell
you the process we went through to select the companies
under the preferred alternative, tell you how the project
is structured, and lastly, give you an overview of the
proposed processes.

What we did was last year we had some
meetings with private industry. And we said, here’s Pit
9, here’s the waste in it, here’s the concentrations, we
want you to tell us how you propose to clean up the piﬁ.
We didn’t put any requirements on them as to, you have to
do one of these alternatives. We were looking for the
best that private industry could offer.

Before we sent out the Request for Proposal
we had roughly 18 teams that said they were interested in
bidding on the proposal. We sent out the Request for
Proposal. We got three teams that responded.

When we got the responses in, we formed a
source evaluation board. And that board consisted of
chemical experts, process experts, production experts,
radiological experts. And they sat and reviewed the
proposals. And they looked at the proposals as to

whether they were technically feasible, whether they

15
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understood the complexity of the job, whether what they
had proposed for the project made sense.

The board came back and said of the three
teams, two are the best and two of them we consider to be
equal. The third team was considered to be technically
infeasible to accomplish the job we were asking.

So we had two teams, Waste Management
Environmental Services and Lockheed. The board said they
offered the best technology in the world today to clean
up a site like Pit 9, they understand the problem.
However, we want to see some of their integrated
processes tested before we let them go out to the pit.l

So what we have done is we have structured
the project assuming that the preferred alternative is
the selected alternative. We structured the project into
three phases. And we are interested in doing the project
in a cost-effective manner. We don‘t want to waste the
taxpayers’ money.

We are also interested in using proven
technology. This is not a research and development job.
We want to do the job safely. We want to protect you,
the public, we want to protect the workers at the site
and on the project, and we want to make sure the
environment is protected.

So we have three phases for the project.

H
[+ 13
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The first phase is called a Proof-of-Process test. In
this phase both companies at their own locations, not at
the site, will test critical aspects of their processes,
those aspects that we think are necessary for them to
succeed.

They have to demonstrate the processes work.
They have to meet the criteria. They are using their
corporate funds to do this. They will be reimbursed up
to eight million dollars if they pass all the criteria.
So it’s a fixed price, lump sum, pay for performance type
contract.

Also during this test we are using
substitute materials for the radiocactive constituents,
those that mimic the plutonium and the americium. We are
not interested in contaminating their pilot scale
equipment at this point.

At the end of this test we will evaluate
both teams. We will make a selection based on their
technical performance, how they performed on the
schedule, how they perform if problems come up and how
they work around those problems.

One team, hopefully, will be evaluated as
the best. And they will be ~- it will be negotiated to
gce on to the Limited Production Test. During this phase

they will erect a containment building around the entire

i/
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pit. They will install full size equipment. And they
will go through another test seguence.

They will use substitute materials initially
to prove that their full size equipment works. And then
they will uncover a very restricted part of the pit and
take some actual waste out of Pit 9 and process that as
their last test demonstration. They must pass this test
in order to go on to the last phase. The last phase is
essentially cleanup of the entire pit.

Now, what did both teams propose? I will
start with Lockheed. Wwhat you will see in both cases is
that they have their processes broken into three main |
stages: physical separation, treatment and stabilization.
The other thing you will notice is that in both teams’
cases, they are constantly testing throughout the process
for clean material, the material that meets the return to
pit criteria in order to try and minimize the amount of
material that has to end up in storage at the end of
their processes.

In Lockheed’s case, what they are going to
do is at the dig face -- and what I mean by dig face is
as they uncover the waste at the point where they come
across a barrel or a piece of pipe or some sludge, that
is the dig face.

At the dig face they will separate the waste

io
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into waste streams: large items, the reactor vessels that
Jim mentioned, non-soil, sludges, glass, metal and
contaminated soil. The large items, if it’s determined
that it has to be decontaminated, will be decontaminated
inside the pit and left there.

Non-soil will be sent directly to a thermal
treatment process. It's a Plasma Arc Melter, operates at
3,000 degrees Fahrenheit. It takes the feed material
that is sent to it, transforms it into a glass-like
material, obsidian, as Jim mentioned, iron enriched
basalt.

The contaminated soil, what they do is seﬁd
it into their chemical extraction and treatment process.
Two things happen here. First of all, in the solvent
extraction phase they strip off the organicé and send
those contaminants to the melter for stabilization.

The other thing that happens is the soil is
separated by size; less than ten microns, greater than
ten microns, using a gravity based physical separation
process. The reason they separate it by size is that
they found that the smaller soil is much easier to send
through their nitric acid leach in order to extract the
transuranic material.

What they do is they separate the soil by

size, the less than ten micron soil is sent to a nitric

L3
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acid leach, which takes the TRU material out of the soil.
They are testing in both phases for clean material and
the concentrated transuranic material is sent to the
thermal melter. The larger soil is also sent to the
melter.

This is the critical part of their process.
This is the one part that we’re asking them to test in
their Proof-of-Process test. They must demonstrate the
melter works, that the feed system works, that the gas
scrubber works. They have to prove that the emissions of
the gas scrubber will meet the state of Idaho air
emission requirements. They have to demonstrate that ﬁhe
material that will be placed into storage on an interim
basis meets the waste acceptance criteria.

In Waste Management’s case, they have three
phases, like Lockheed. At the dig face they also
separate the waste into waste forms: large items; greater
than two inches, and less than two inches, which is
primarily your soils and your sludges.

The reason they separate on a two-inch basis
is because their chemical process is not designed to
handle material greater than two inches. So for the
large items and the greater than two-inch material, they
will reduce it in size, shred it and decontaminate it in

place.

FAY
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50 less than two-inch material, your soils
and your sludges, they send it into their chemical
extraction process. This is the critical part of their
process. This is what we are asking them to test as an
integrated process for the Proof-of-Process test.

There are several things that happen here.
In the chemical extraction stage what they are trying to
do is take your transuranic material, your nitrates that
come out of the sludges, and solubilize that. In other
words, get them into a liquid phase.

They do that, that concentrates your
hazardous material into a liquid phase. The remaining
solids are tested to make sure they can be returned to
the pit. The concentrated liquids are sent to an
evaporation process, where any material that readily
evaporates at less than 110 degrees is transformed into a
gas, sent through a gas scrubber system, monitored,
tested before it’s released to the atmosphere.

The concentrate that comes out of the
evaporator, which contains your heavy metals, your
transuranic material, is sent through their stabilization
phase. And depending on the type of concentrate they
get, it will either go directly to storage or go through
a drying or a chemical binding stage where they add

chemicals to bind the hazardous material up into a stable

4l
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matrix.

During this first phase of the project they
have to demonstrate that this system works as an
integrated process. They have to demconstrate that the
end product going into storage meets the waste acceptance
criteria. 1In both cases the teams have to demonstrate
that a radiation monitor device at the dig face can
detect plutonium at three feet.

MR. NOKKENTVED: What is the output at the
decontamination phase?

MR. HUGHES: This stage here?

MR. NOKKENTVED: Yes.

MR. HUGHES: Basically what it is, for example, on
a reactor vessel --

MR. NOKKENTVED: Well, that decontaminant, are
they going to use some kind of decontamination liquid?

MR. HUGHES: Right.

MR. NOKKENTVED: What happens to that?

MR. HUGHES: It gets fed back into the rest of
their process.

MR. NOKKENTVED: Because it doesn’t have any
arrows coming out.

MR. HUGHES: That’s right. And this is a
simplified drawing. We didn’t want to clutter it up with

arrows going all over the place.
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Basically, in both processes they are
required to minimize as much of the waste as possible.
In fact, in this case, it’'s a net user of water.

In summary, we are going to do this using
proven technology. We are not doing research and
development. We want to do it safely, so we structured
the project to ensure that all the technologies are
proven before they go to the next phase. And we are
going to do it in a cost-effective manner.

If you have any questions during the next
part, either myself or my technical advisor,

Dr. Kolts, will try and answer your gquestion.

DR. RICKARDS: I am Dr. Rickards. What is the
nanocurie per gram constituency of the end products of
the two stabilization techniques?

DR. KOLTS: Where? What is considered clean or
what is considered dirty?

DR. RICKARDS: Yeah, the TRU storage.

DR. KOLTS: It has to be less than ten nanocuries
per gram.

DR. RICKARDS: No, the TRU storage that’s there.

DR. KOLTS: Oh, this? It has to be greater than
ten nanocuries per gram.

DR. RICKARDS: You don’‘t have anything more

specific? Could it be a hundred nanocuries per gram?

L3
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DR. KOLTS: Certainly, and we hope that it is.

DR. RICKARDS: You are sure that it is?

DR. KOLTS: We hope that it is.

DR. RICKARDS: You hope that it is?

DR. KOLTS: We hope that it’s concentrated down to
where it’s quite a bit above that, yes.

DR. RICKARDS: I asked if it could be exactly one
hundred nanocuries per gram?

DR. KOLTS: 1It's the luck of the draw. I mean, we
are doing a concentration step. If we happen to be
running a lot of dirty stuff in front and we concentrate
it, it’s going to be real dirty when it comes out the
back.

DR. RICKARDS: You bet. But, now, a hundred
nanocuries per gram will qualify for reburial of this
low-level waste. I am curious --

DR. KOLTS: If it’s about ten nanocuries per gram
it goes here.

MR. HUGHES: 1In order for it to be buried back in
Pit 9 it has to be less than ten nanocuries per gram.

DR. RICKARDS: Now, I understand what you’re
saying, but you’re not answering my question -- well, you
actually have answered it, but I’'m not sure you realize
you have.

The TRU storage part, the part that you
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claim you’re going to store and not rebury, if what this
gentleman said is that it can meet -- it possibly could
be a hundred nanocuries per gram, that legally would be
stabilized in a form which is officially legally
nationally low-level waste and legally would be reburied
at RWMC as low-level waste.

MR. HUGHES: What you say is true in part, but we
are not going to rebury that waste, it will go into TRU
storage.

DR. RICKARDS: I understand this interim action.
But at that point, if the Department of Energy legally
decided it would be isolated waste, totally under the
Department of Energy control, and the official rules
everywhere in the country are a hundred nanocuries per
gram, that this material can be legally reburied as
low-level waste with an unlimited quantity. So what you
are saying is that you are not at this very action going
to bury that, but it legally will be stabilized to a
level which is legally reburiable.

MR. MACDONALD: No, that is not true.

DR. RICKARDS: Okay, but that is what you said at
this peint. 1It’s on the record.

MR. MACDONALD: That material will be a varying --

DR. KOLTS: You are trying to put words in my

mouth. Now, listen very carefully to my words and don’t
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interrupt, please.

DR. RICKARDS: We have a transcript.

DR. KOLTS: Right. We have two materials coming
out of here. To go here, it has to be less than ten
nanocuries per gram. If it’s above ten nanocuries per
gram it will go to TRU storage. It will not be
segregated as it being between ten and a hundred. It
will be going to TRU storage.

DR. RICKARDS: At what nanccuries per gram? You
said -- I am not putting words in your mouth -- you said
it could be a hundred nanocuries per gram.

DR. KOLTS: It could be eleven nanocuries per
gram.

DR. RICKARDS: Exactly.

DR. KOLTS: And if it’s eleven nanocuries per
gram, it goes here.

MR. MACDONALD: What I am saying is anything over
ten nanocuries per gram is not buried at the RWMC.

DR. RICKARDS: Exactly. That is my point.
Legally, you understand, you’re not trying to deny that
the standard for legally burying is a hundred nanocuries
per gram, correct?

MR. MACDONALD: One hundred nanocuries per gram,
anything above one hundred nanocuries per gram is

classified as transuranic waste. Anything less than a
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hundred nanocuries per gram is classified as low-level

waste.

DR.

chosen --

MR.

RICKARDS: 8o the two procedures that you have

MACDONALD: But you asked the question about

reburial at the RWMC, and we do not bury material at the

RWMC less than --

DR.
you'’re not

DR.

RICKARDS: I understand that. I’'m not --
listening to me.

KOLTS: Are you trying to suggest that we do

bury it back in the RWMC?

DR.
agreed to,
of scil --

DR.
instead of
suggesting

DR.

DR.

DR.

RICKARDS: What I am saying, and what you‘vé
is that it could be eleven nanocuries per gram
or per gram of material.

KOLTS: And I am asking, should I take that
putting it into TRU storage, are you

that we put it back into the ground?

RICKARDS: I have --

KOLTS: Yes or no would be adequate.

RICKARDS: No. I didn’t say it. I didn’'t say

it and I didn’t suggest it. What I am saying is, if it

concentrated at 200 grams per slag material, 200

nanccuries

per gram, it could never be legally reburied.

What you are saying is that you don’t know.

MR.

MACDONALD: That's not true either.
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DR. RICKARDS: Explain why is it not true.

MR. MACDONALD: There is no -- that one hundred
nanocurie per gram is a definition of what constitutes
transuranic waste and what constitutes low-level waste,
partially a differentiation.

DR. RICKARDS: I agree entirely.

MR. MACDONALD: That is all that means.

DR. RICKARDS: And I am asking you, you know, we
have gone around and around at the last Pit 9 meeting
about what can be legally buried. And all of a sudden
you haven’t answered any of my questions, but you come up
with a stabilization procedure.

MR. MACDONALD: TRU waste could conceivably be
buried.

DR. RICKARDS: Somewhere other than WIPP, right?
Because this legally could never go to the WIPP facility,
correct?

MR. MACDONALD: No, WIPP will only aczcept TRU
waste for burial.

DR. RICKARDS: WIPP will only accept waste
generated after 1970. This is pre-1970.

MR. MACDONALD: And only transuranic waste.

DR. RICKARDS: That’'s correct. But this waste, no
matter what it is, is before 1970 waste.

MR. MACDONALD: Correct.

LB
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DR. RICKARDS: And it can legally never be sent to
WIPP -- if WIPP were to ever open, it could never legally
be sent to WIPP; is that correct?

MR. WADE: At the current time; that’s correct.

MR. HUGHES: Unless you go through and change the
EIS and go through the whole process.

DR. RICKARDS: Right. As you said it, the other
pit being, it’s legally a preamble of the WIPP thing, can
not go to WIPP?

MR. WADE: At the present time, that’s correct.

DR. RICKARDS: If it is a hundred nanocuries per
gram of stabilized material or less, that is --

MR. MACDONALD: Less than one hundred nanocuries
per gram.

DR. RICKARDS: That’s right. I understand at the
end of this interim decision you are not legally agreeing
to rebury. What I am asking is, yocu know, these people
presented these techniques, you are about to choose one
of them. If you don’t know how many nanccuries per dgram
it is -- if it’'s over 200 it won’'t be -- ever legally
buried at RWMC. If it's under a hundred, or a hundred
and under, then you are the gingerbread man on the fox’s
tail.

DR. KOLTS: I don’'t understand. What do you mean

by that cliche?

]
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DR. RICKARDS: What I mean is, if they have
stabilized it at the end of this interim decision at a
hundred nanocuries per gram and it can legally be
reburied as low-level waste --

MR. HUGHES: It will go to TRU storage and it will
stay in TRU storage for a minimum of 15 years until an
ultimate disposal facility is decided on. It is not
going to be buried in the ground. 1It‘s going to go to
TRU storage, in either case.

MR. NYGARD: Actually, it would --

DR. RICKARDS: You’‘re answering a gquestion I
didn’t ask.

MR. NYGARD: -- be in the final Record of
Decision. That will decide the final disposition of
material as placed into the storage.

DR. RICKARDS: Dean, this is impertant for you to
understand, since you are representing.the State on this.
If the stabilization form comes out at a hundred
nanocuries per gram, which they said it could, it could
come out at eleven, it legally can be reburied on RWMC.
If it’s concentrated at 200 nanocuries per gram, it must
be buried as TRU waste.

MR. MACDONALD: No, no. You are not --

MR. NYGARD: The Record of Decision would state

and will state, because we have put it into the proposed
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plan, what the return to the pit criteria is. As we are
presenting it this evening, it is ten nanocuries per
gram; ten -- not a hundred -~ ten.

DR. RICKARDS: I am not talking about what at the
end of this interim decision will be returned to the pit.

MR. MACDONALD: No, No. What is important -- you
are missing the point. What we have here is a waste that
no matter what comes out the end of either one of these
processes is a requlated waste. It’s a waste that was,
in essence, generated, exhumed, treated, stabilized, and
is now stored, under an action undertaken under CERCLA.

The determination of what ultimately happéns
to that will be made by the three Agencies involved: the
EPA, the state of Idaho, and Department of Energy. It
could -- you‘re right, it could -- those Agencies could
determine that it could be buried somewhere at the INEL
or any other location, irrespective of whether it’s less
than ten nanocuries, between ten and a hundred, or
greater than a hundred. But the DOE does not
unilaterally get to make that decision.

DR. RICKARDS: Well, the main point is that in the
techniques that are used and presented to you, if it
comes out at 99 nanocuries, is that what you’'re saying?
That is what you said could happen. Or are you saying

you don't know?
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MR. NYGARD: What could happen? What could happen
at 99 nanocuries?

DR. RICKARDS: The end product of stabilization,
not what is returned to the pit, but what’s designated on
both arrows going to TRU storage, if they stabilize it --
they literally -~ let’s take that thermal arc technique.

They burn off the organic compounds. They
burn off at 3,000 degrees their gloves that were there.
At that point yvou have concentrated radionuclides which
are highly concentrated and maybe a thousand nanocuries
per gram of that material. When you put it in a slag
form, when you stabilize it, that is -~- represents, thén,
how much slag you put in, represents the grams. So you
have either a hundred nanocuries per gram or you have 300
nﬁnocuries per gram. If you stabilize it at 300
nanocuries per gram, it legally will be TRU waste.

If they stabilize it as they mentioned at
eleven nanocuries per gram, it will legally be low-level
waste. That is extremely important to exactly define
what that is going to be. They can manipulate that by
how much slag they add to the stabilization technique.
What they have said here is simply exactly what I have
been claiming, that it will be legally a hundred
nanocuries or less.

You're clinging to the ROD decision, which

J4
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is fine and I will argue that with you later. But at the
moment, the definition, the legal definition of low-level
waste, which is not reburied in Pit 9, but taken over to
the other part of the RWMC and buried, legally in an
unchecked quantity, it totally depends. Now, are YOU
going to backtrack from that statement?

MR. MACDONALD: What is going to happen to that
material, it does not matter what the transuranic content
is. If it’'s greater than ten, it will be -- anything
greater than ten will be stabilized in that matrix.

DR. RICKARDS: I understand, but in 15 years it’s
going to --

MR. MACDONALD: It could be greater than a
hundred.

DR. RICKARDS: -- in 15 years it’s going to be
exactly the same as it is at the end of their procedure.
And I'm asking you --

MR. MACDONALD: But the burial -- the definitions
of transuranic waste ultimately do not have a bearing
without the concurrence of the state of Idaho and the
Environmental Protection Agency as to where it goes,
off-site, reburial.

DR. RICKARDS: If they can legally -- the DOE does
things that are illegal. If they can legally do

something, take a guess of what they will do.
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MR. MACDONALD: No, the DOE doesn’t do things that
are illegal.

DR. RICKARDS: Well, the federal courts found that
they were hiding documents from the public, and that’s
why they want us to believe this.

MR. MACDONALD: Next question.

DR. RICKARDS: So you are letting the record stand
that it could be eleven nanocuries per gram?

MR. MACDONALD: Sure, absolutely.

DR. RICKARDS: Do you know exactly what it is?

DR. KOLTS: No. There’'s absolutely no --

DR. RICKARDS: Why don’t you?

DR. KOLTS: How would you know?

MR. HUGHES: It hasn’t been tested vet.

DR. KOLTS: Let’s say that we dig up two drums of
material that is 200 grams of plutonium per drum, it’'s
really hot. And it’s processed over here into one
gallon. That is what it’s going to be. Now, we take
another scoop three feet over and we dig up two drums
that is chuck full of carbon tetrachloride but it‘s got
no plutonium in it, except maybe one gram.

And now we process it through the whole
system. We have to process it because it’s hazardous.
Can you see the difference between the two? How do you

know --
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DR. RICKARDS: Yes, I can.

DR. KOLTS: -- one scoép from the other scoop? We
are not Gods here.

DR. RICKARDS: Let me take your example and
explain where it comes into play. When you take the
burial of the small amount of radionuclides and you put
it into the thermal treatment -- and since this is mostly
rags, and that burns off, you have left at the bottom of
the thermal treatment almost pure radionuclides.

DR. KOLTS: No, you don‘t. You are completely
wrong.

DR. RICKARDS: Do you have any of the rags leftf

DR. KOLTS: No.

DR. RICKARDS: You burn off the rags, correct?

DR. KOLTS: Right. 1In the thermal treatment we're
going to make iron enriched basalt. Have you read those
reports out at the INEL?

DR. RICKARDS: 1I have read everything that you
did.

DR. KOLTS: I'd be happy to get you the report on
the iron enriched basalt. What they do is they will take
the non-soil, your barrel of rags, and they will add just
enough soil to make iron enriched basalt. You don’t have
a stabilized waste form if you have burned it to a fine

powder. We are going to add just enough soil to it, not
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to dilute it, but enough soil to it to make it into iron
enriched basalt, the stabilized waste form. They have
got to do that.

We are never going to turn this 55 gallon
drum of rags into a gram of nothing.

MR. NOKKENTVED: The basalt is like a ceramic?

DR. KOLTS: It looks very much like obsidian
glass. 1In fact, obsidian glass from around here is iron
enriched basalt.

DR. RICKARDS: ©Now, since the standards are
nanocuries per gram, when you are adding this basalt, how
can you claim that is not dilution. You are adding
grammage. If you take something which is a hundred
nanocuries and you add one gram of material to it, you
have a hundred nanocuries per gram. If you add ten, all
of a sudden you have ten nanocuries per gram. These are
standards that are going to come into play in 15 years.
Let’s not be naive about this.

DR. KOLTS: I know what you are trying to get at.
You are trying -- I think -- and I am not trying to come
back, but I think what you are trying to say is that this
is all a big ruse, and what we are going to do is dig up
the pit, we are going to mix it all together, and we are
going to dilute it down to nothing. And in 15 years from

now, hopefully when you’ve moved away, we are going to
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put it back in the ground. Is that what you are trying
to tell me? Yes or no would be adequate. I mean, I can
be as nasty as you are.

DR. RICKARDS: No, that is not what I am trying to
say.

DR. KOLTS: What we are trying to do, the criteria
these companies will be judged against, is one, they have
to reduce the volume of the contaminated material by 90
percent to pass. So anything that is over ten nanocuries
per gram when it comes ocut of here for them to go on with
the test, they have to reduce that volume by 90 percent.
So that can give you a concentration factor right theré.

They have also got to destroy the hazardous
and stable -- and stabilize the hazardous chemicals. We
have got to add just enough soil here, not to dilute it,
but to give us a stable waste form. Just like over here,
if we have to add a sulfur polymer, would you consider
that dilution or stabilization?

DR. RICKARDS: Well, it depends on how much you
add, I am afraid.

DR. KOLTS: We are adding by volume five percent,
ten percent. That is a lot of difference between adding
two million cubic feet to stabilize.

MR. MACDONALD: What is the gquestion?

DR. RICKARDS: I believe you were asking the
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questions.

DR. KOLTS: Pardon me?

DR. RICKARDS: I have another set of questiocons.
But you were asking me questions. How much in the ten
nanocuries per gram of material that you are going to be
returning to the soil -- since you're starting with 40
pounds of plutonium here and, what, a pound and a half of
americium, how much are you going to be returning in all
of these?

DR. KOLTS: 1In our estimation?

DR. RICKARDS: Sure.

DR. KOLTS: I would guess from the calculations
that I have done that the maximum would be around a pound
or two. It could be much, much -~

DR. RICKARDS: Of americium or plutonium or what?

DR. KOLTS: Based on plutonium-239, which is the
major component.

DR. RICKARDS: Before you were saying ten percent
reburial and, let’s see, one pound out of 40 -- Jim, you
are good at math, what is the percentage?

MR. WADE: No, I'm just listening to this.

DR. RICKARDS: What is the percentage? What would
one pound out of 40 be?

DR. KOLTS: You have to go -- you have to go to

ten nanocuries per gram.
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DR. RICKARDS: I am trying to get an idea of total
quantity. Let me just say it like this: Originally at
the December meeting you all represented the concept of
removing 90 percent and returning ten percent.

DR. KOLTS: Right.

DR. RICKARDS: Am I misstating?

DR. KOLTS: No.

MR. WADE: Let me put in a clarification. 1In
December we said 90 percent was our goal, which would
imply ten percent return. Ten percent of 44 would be
4.4.

MR. NITSCHKE: Be careful because you’'re mixing up
activity and volume.

MR. WADE: Now, what John is talking about is
based on other factors thrown in there. He believes,
based on what he knows, that approximately one pound
would be,.

So what was said last December was said not
knowing what the processes could do with a goal of a S0
percent volume reduction. That is where that ten percent
number came from. And that is the only place that ten
percent came from. Now, what John is saying is that
based on the technologies and what we know now, he
believes it to be a pound be returned to the pit.

DR. RICKARDS: Has anybody worked on a percentage
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on it?

DR. KOLTS: I have worked it from one end to the
other. And one to two pounds appears to be about the
maximum, based on the processes, how they are going to
segregate at the pit, how they are going to try to
minimize mixing dirty stuff with clean stuff. I came out
with a pound or two maximum. And we hope that it’s much,
much less than that.

In fact, they are getting graded on how much
less than that they can come up with. During the POP
test they have to show how well they have done, and the
one that does the best gets extra points to go on with
the test.

DR. RICKARDS: Let’s just say they could only
produce ten percent, which is the figure you mentioned in
the last meeting.

DR. KOLTS: That reduces the volume by 90 percent.

DR. RICKARDS: The figure I am going to work with
is, let’s say they only return ten percent to the pit.
Would that be acceptable to you?

DR. KOLTS: It has to be less than ten nanocuries
per gram.

DR. RICKARDS: You bet. But the total vclume to
meet with the ten nanocurie per gram are less than

standard.
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DR. KOLTS: Right.

DR. RICKARDS: Ten percent would be acceptable?

DR. KOLTS: Well, that’s the worst, yes.

DR. RICKARDS: Now, if you will, one of the
questions I asked you specifically is since you have 800
pounds of plutonium to begin with --

DR. KOLTS: No, you have 40 pounds.

DR. RICKARDS: 1In the total RWMC, pre 1970, you
have 800 pounds of plutonium to begin with, if this
technique were used --

MR. MACDONALD: We are not talking about the
entire RWMC.

DR. RICKARDS: Hold on 